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LIMBS : Although the upper
division of both limbs
(humerus, femur) shows
characters incom-
patible with the use of the
limb for grasping, climb-
ing or any action but run-
ning, yet the middle divi-
sion shows the two com-
pletely separate bones
(radius and ulna, tibia and
fibula) which make possible
rotatory movements of the
limb, unnecessary and even
undesirable for swift run-
ning.

Four digits (vestige of a fifth)
in the fore-leg; three
(vestige of a fourth) in the
hind-leg.

Middle division of limb func-
tions as a single bone: in
the fore-limb the head of
the ulna (elbow) is retained
because it is essential in
leverage, the rest of the
bone is fused with the
radius; in the hind-limb,
the fibula, not needed for
leverage owing to the re-
verse bends of the limb, is
represented by a mere
splint. All power of rota-
tion is thus lost, and the
limbs are more efficient for
swift running.

One digit (vestige of two
others) in both limbs.

These differences between the earliest and latest
members of the family are far greater than those be-
tween Eohippus and the contemporary primitive mem-
bers of other perissodactyl families, vis. the Tapiridae
and Rhinocerotidas. The few species now surviving of
these three families differ so greatly from one another
that in the absence of palaeontological evidence scepti-
cism as to the possibility of their blood-relationship
would be excusable; but equally excusable would be
doubt as to the derivation of Equu>$ from Eohippus,
or Rhinoceros from Hyrachyus, if the intermediate fossil
forms were unknown. In the older text-books, such as
Nicholson and Lydekker's Manual of Palceontology
(1889)3 these various Eocene genera were not distributed
among the three families, but united into an inde-
pendent family Lophiodontidse, said to be closely allied
to the Tapiridas, Palasotheriidce and Rhinocerotidse
and probably containing their ancestral forms. Such a
family is often termed an annectant family. The